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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 9/27/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Regarding the rejection of claim 6, applicant has 10B as previously 
assumed to meet the limitations of claims 6. However since claim 6 depends from claim 
1 , all the limitations of claim 1 must be met by the figure denoted in claim 6. Figure 10B 
does not appear to meet the limitation of "the first reflector of one of the plurality of 
stacked resonant layers and the second reflector of another of the plurality of stacked 
layers form a resonant structure" and "the resonant structure resonates light of a 
different predetermined wavelength compared to the plurality of stacked layers." 

Regaring rejection of claims 1,2,5-7,10-12,14,16,18 and 24-25, applicant has 
argued that the buffer layer in Nakayama fails to satisfy a resonance condition and 
points to the fact that Nakayama refers to the structure as a double resonance structure. 
Even if this is the case however it is uncertain what conditions are required to satisfy the 
claimed invention. If the resonator condition is met by using certain materials, certain 
cavity length in tandem with one another or some combination of the like that it is not 
clear. The claim defines a resonator as a first reflector, second reflector and buffer 
material layer in between. Furthermore it is unclear whether any system with 2 mirrors 
and a half mirror between and two buffer layers will meet the limitations of the claim as 
what conditions required for resonance are not clearly defined as to specifically exclude 
as device such as that provided by Nakayama. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 6 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 6, limitations claimed in claim 7 appear to conflict with 
limitations set forth in the independent claim 1 . For instance claim 7 refers to each 
resonant layer being separated from all the other layers. This appears to refer to 
embodiment fig. 10B however the limitation in claim 1 states "the first reflector of one of 
the plurality of stacked resonant layers and the second reflector of another of the 
plurality of stacked layers form a resonant structure" and "the resonant structure 
resonates light of a different predetermined wavelength compared to the plurality of 
stacked layers.". In applicant's specification light is resonated across 2 buffer layers to 
achieve this like in fig. 5. However in figure 5 each resonant layer is not separated 
from the others because resonant layer 59 for example shares a buffer layer with 31 
and 58. Therefore, it is unclear what type of structure applicant is intending to claim. 
For examining purposes the limitations of claim 7 will be ignored since it appears to 
conflict with the limitations in the independent claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-2, 5-6, 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Nakayama 5682402. 

Regarding claims 1 and 6, Nakayama teaches a plurality of stacked resonant 
layers, where each resonant layer consists of a first reflector and a second reflector and 
a buffer layer (fig. 5 elements 2 and 5) interposed between first and second reflectors 
(1 , 4b, 4a), wherein each layer resonates light of a predetermined wavelength 
compared to the other resonant layers (1 , 2 and 4b for one resonator and element 2 is 
the resonant layer and 4b 5 and 4a show a second resonator and element 5 is the 
resonant for the resonant layer), wherein on resonant layer consists of an 
electroluminescent device having a first electrode (1) a second electrode (7) and 
organic electroluminescent layer disposed between said electrodes and wherein the 
electrodes are adapted to function as first reflector and second reflector and organic 
electroluminescent material is adapted to function as a buffer layer, wherein one 
reflective layer of a resonant layer and one reflective layer of a different resonant layer 
from a different resonant layer form a structure such that when said electroluminescent 
device emits light, the number of wavelengths of the resonant light is greater than the 
number of stacked resonant layers (see fig. 5-b2). The figure shows when combining 
the 2 resonant layers A and B that multiple wavelengths are resonated and these 
represented by the peaks in fig. 5b-2. Regarding claim 2, the reference shows the 
electroluminescent device emits "white light" because white light is merely a mixture of 
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light from 400-700 nm figs. 1b , 2b, 3b and 4b, show some type of resonance at all of 
these wavelengths therefore the electroluminescent device emits white light. 

Regarding claims 5 and 10, the reference shows a plurality of resonant layers 
formed adjacent to each other in a direction in which the resonant layers overlap such 
that the adjacent/stacked resonant layer share a reflective layer in common (see fig. 5a 
element 4b). The reference does not explicitly state buffer layer 5 and 4b and 4a form a 
resonant layer however applicant defines a resonant layer as a buffer layer between two 
reflective layers that "is capable" of resonating light. It appears from that some 
resonance occurs between 4a, 4b and 5 indicated by fig. 1a (see dotted portion as each 
double sided arrow indicates a resonator). 

Regarding claim 11, the reference shows a reflector (1) of one of the plurality of 
stacked resonant layers totally reflects light. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is .hot identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakayma in view of Shimoda 6791261. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/674,492 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2871 

Regarding claim 7, Nakayam teaches all the limitations of claim 7. except a resin 
substrate used in light source. Shimoda teaches a electroluminescent resonator light 
source that discloses resin substrates that withstand heat treatment, exhibit light 
transmissivity and mechanical strength (see column 7 lines 40-45). Therefore, at the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
apply a resin substrate to gain a substrate that can withstand heat treatment, 
mechanical strength, which provides robustness and also has transmissivtiy. 

Claims 12, 16, 18 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nakayama in view of Yokoyama 6507379. 

Regarding claims 12 and 16, Nakayama teaches a plurality of stacked resonant 
layers, where each resonant layer comprises a buffer material (fig. 5 elements 2 and 5) 
interposed between two reflective layers (1, 4b, 4a), wherein each resonant layer is 
capable of resonating light of a predetermined wavelength compared to the other 
resonant layers (1 , 2 and 4b for one resonator and element 2 is the resonant layer and 
4b 5 and 4a show a second resonator and element 5 is the resonant for the resonant 
layer), wherein one of the plurality of stacked resonant layers consists of an 
electroluminescent device having a first electrode (1) a second electrode (7), wherein n 
the first reflector of one resonant layer and second reflector layer of a different resonant 
layer from a different resonant layer form a structure such that when said 
electroluminescent device emits light, the number of wavelengths of the resonant light 
is greater than the number of stacked resonant layers (see fig. 5-b2). The figure shows 
when combining the 2 resonant layers A and B that multiple wavelengths are resonated 
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and these represented by the peaks in fig. 5b-2. Nakayama fails to teach a display unit 
with a liquid crystal display with the above lighting unit. However, Yokoyama teaches a 
liquid crystal display that incorporates an organic electroluminescent backlight with a 
resonating structure to achieve improved miniaturization of display panels (see fig 2 and 
column 1 lines 60-65). Nakayama's electroluminescent light structure also has the 
advantage of providing an emission structure to encompass a plurality of luminescent 
devices, therefore allowing a single light source to replace a variety of applications 
(column 7 lines 10-25). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply Nakayama's light source to a LCD 
display to improve miniaturization and allow for a backlight with wide-ranging light 
emission characteristics. 

Regarding claim 18, the reference does shows two resonators (see claim 16 
rejection however not explicitly state buffer layer 5 and 4b and 4a form a resonant layer 
however applicant defines a resonant layer as a buffer layer between two reflective 
layers that "is capable" of resonating light. It appears from that some resonance occurs 
between 4a, 4b and 5 indicated by fig. 1a (see dotted portion as each double sided 
arrow indicates a resonator). The reference also shows resonated light comprising red 
light, green and blue light (see fig. 5b-2). 

Regarding claim 25, the reference discloses a flexible resonant layer as flexible 
does not imply any degree of flexibility. 
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Claims 14 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakayama in view of Yokoyama and further in view of Spitzer et al US Patent 
no. 5654811. 

Regarding claims 14 and 24, the references disclose all the limitations of claim 
24 except the display comprising comprises the light source light passing through a red 
filter, a green filter and a blue filter. Spitzer discloses a red, blue, and green color filters 
to achieve good color balance (see column 5 lines 19-32). The reference also shows 
the resonated light comprising a plurality of colors red, green and blue (see peaks at 
~470nm (blue) -510 (green) and ~650nm (red) )Therefore, at the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use red, blue, and green 
color filters to achieve a good color balance. 

Conclusion 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phu Vu whose telephone number is (571)-272-1562. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8AM-5PM M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Nelms can be reached on (571)-272-1787. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

PhuVu 
Examiner 
AU 2871 
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